UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 96-2367

JOHN B. KIMBLE, on behalf of Citizens of the
State of Maryl and,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

PEDRO RCDRI GUEZ, O ficer; DAVID G LLESPIE,
Oficer; DANNEL GRIFFITH, Oficer; THOVAS
HEENEY; JAMES L. PARSONS, Assistant County
Attorney; VERAWH TE, Assistant State's Attor-
ney; MARGARET BURROWES, Assistant State's
Attorney; HENRY J. MONAHAN, Judge; MONTGOVERY
COUNTY POLI CE; MONTGOVERY COUNTY GOVERNMENT;
MONTGOVERY COUNTY EXECUTI VE'S OFFI CE; OFFI CE
OF COUNTY ATTORNEY; STATE' S ATTORNEY' S OFFI CE;
STATE OF MARYLAND,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Greenbelt. Al exander Wllians, Jr., District Judge.
(CA-96- 733- AW

Subm tted: Decenber 19, 1996 Deci ded: Decenber 30, 1996

Bef ore ERVIN and MOTZ, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Senior Crcuit
Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.




John B. Kinble, Appellant Pro Se. Linda B. Thall, Senior Assi stant
County Attorney, Sharon Veronica Burrell, COUNTY ATTORNEY' S OFFI CE,
Rockville, Maryland; Thomas Louis Heeney, HEENEY, ARMSTRONG &
HEENEY, Rockville, Maryl and; Law ence Paul Fletcher-Hill, Assistant
Attorney General, Margaret Wtherup Tindall, OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY
GENERAL OF MARYLAND, Baltinore, Maryland, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals from the district court's order denying
class certification, granting sone Def endants' notions to di sm ss,
and gi ving Appellant fifteen days to file an anended conpl aint. W
di sm ss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction because the order is
not appeal able. This court may exercise jurisdiction only over
final orders, 28 U S.C. § 1291 (1994), and certain interlocutory
and collateral orders, 28 U S C 8§ 1292 (1994); Fed. R Cv. P
54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U. S. 541 (1949).

The order here appealed is neither a final order nor an appeal abl e

i nterlocutory or collateral order. See Jung v. K. & D. Mning Co.,

356 U S. 335, 337 (1958).

We di sm ss the appeal as interlocutory. W di spense with oral
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d not

aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



